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ADDEND=

TAKING CARE: STATE DEVELOPMENTS IN CHILD CARE

Page 7, Table 3 - New York requires both preservice and ongoing

training for center based care.

Page 10, map - Arizona and North Carolina use provider agreements.

Page 13, Table 5 - In New York, the Community Services Block Grant

and the Child Development Associate Scholarship Fund are both used

to fund child care related activities.

Page 13, Table 5 - North Carolina does not use title IV-B for child

care, but does use AFDC for teenage parents.

Page 15, Table 6. - New York AFDC recipients are eligible for

subsidized child care and transitional child care benefits 4re

available for 9 months after eligibility ends. Children in need of

protective services are also eligible for subsidized care. In the

"Other" category, New York subsidizes child care as a preventive

service and as a foster care service.

Page 16, Table 7 - The New York State Department of Social Services

spent $124 million for subsidized child care in FY 1989.

Page 24, Table 9 - New York permits employees to use up to 15 days

accrued sick leave to care for a child or member of the immediate

family (in the care of the employee). Also, during the period of

medical disability related to pregnancy (generally four weeks prior

to delivery and six weeks following delivery) employees may use

accrued sick leave to remain in paid status.

Page 24, Table 9 - North Carolina has a parental leave policy.

Page 25 - North Carolina and New York Vocational-Technical

Schools/Community Colleges have on-site child care.

6/21/90
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mg care tot then employees. Twenty-
one states indicated they will expand
R&R activities in the coming year.

IIIIII Reports of liability Insurance bafflers
to the expansion cot child care supply
Were mixed. Thirty-one states cited
high cost as a problem, while fifteen
cited cc ist and sheer unavailability of
ci:vetagr. Nineteen states pointed out
that Inc wider; inability to obtain
liability insurancx is most acute fie
family day care hi wiles. Worse, ten
states noted that some family day care

operators have had their homeowner's
Insurance cancelled. States are
responding to thi, pit 'Hem in creative
ways

111111 Thirt -seven states reported having
outre:k h a% twines to the business
t 4 Miilkiiiit% to int 'Mtge Mph l'er-
assisted child care These activities
nal tlie gamut lit meeting with
keaness exec Lanes tt I explain the Reed

liii en,pl.iyer-silflported child cart% to
ine.parine mid distributing guides to
businesses c %insult-ring employer

assistalice, to connecting emphiyas
ti 7 lest tithe Mid tetefial services.
Twenty tout states even assist employ-
ers in setting up lin site or near.site
lidd Cate & enters, arid thirteen States

4 +mate hi alines t, answer empl, ;Vet

wit:slit If V.

Althi nigh the Yast majority of states
indicated that the supply ot child care
is insufficient to nieet demand, only
%me state was able ti, relent the total

1 3

number of children by age group
(Infants, toddlers, preschool age, and
school age) that each of five types of
fac dines is licensed or registered to
Serve.

NI As employe:5 themselves, states are
stretching their civil setvice leave
policies to accommodate the birth,
adoption, or serious illness of A child.
Twenty-one states responded that they
iffer "parental leave" to state employees

tiir these events. On closer examina-
tion, most of these states permit only
the maximum amount of deemed
annual or sick leave to he taken.

Ecnty three states maintain on. site
child care faelliffes for then stare
employees, particularly in state univer-
sities, hicspitals, and state office build.
ings. Phms were noted to expand the
number of sites oPering child care to
state empliiyees.

Conclusion

States ate moying aggressively tit fill the
voids in the nation's c fill care puzzle.
Pressines to act in the 1970i, and 198K\
eame from the rising workforce participa-
I ion of women. Pressures to quicken the
pace of action in the 1990s are felt from
several quarters. An emerging consensus
abinit the attlibutes of quality child care
trt.t ,gn the imporemce of early child.
luski devehipnwnt ciimponents. Major
welfare reform legislation must be unple
merited, The numbet of young workers in

the labor force will shrink. Women,
minorities, and immigrants will constizine
an ever.larger share of that labor force.
At the same time, the United States will
endeavor to sharpen its competitive edge
in a global economy. To that end, the
nation's Cxwemors and the Ptesident have
adopted ambitious but critical national
*pals fin education. The first of these
goals calls fie all children in Ameica- by
the year 2000, to staff school ready to learn.
Meanwhile, debate continues on Capitol
Hill over the framing of federal child
c are legislat

Whatever the ouni tine t,t that debate, and
mindful of the knegoing social. economic ,
and demographic changes, evidence from
this report siaggests that states ate expanding

and will continue to expand their role as
regulators, hinders. system builders, and
employers in sumo of child care assistance

lot families.





I Introduction

Background

Participation of women in the labor force
is the nurrn in the America of 1990. It
has hem so since the 1970s. A social
movement may have initiated the trend
but economics sustains it. Family income
has dropped in real terms since 1978. In
1986 there were 9 million children under
age six whose mothers worked part-time
or ffill-tuneTi,day more than half of all
women with children age one or more are
in the labor force. The Rush Center on
Child Development and Social Policy at
Yale ilniversity estimates that by the year
20t)0, 75 percent of all two-parent families
will have both parents in rhe ait-t 1101111:

lals'r market working alongside the ever
rising millions i 4 single parents.

The clear implication of these trends is
that the need for child care will grow.
Millions of children are in some form of
child care tit early childhi x xi education
program. whether ;: day, part day.
nights. or weekends; whet'aer it ocCars at

a neighbor's [liaise where she rakes in
other children; whether it is provided by a
relative or nanny in a child's home; or
whether it occurs in a licensed child care
center. a regulated family day care home.

a state or private preschool program, fed-

erally funded I lead Start program, or public
school. Millions of other children have
no access to afford:0,1e child care. Most of

these latchkey children "cam" for them-
selves. Some take care of their siblings,
while idlers are t ared f it by their siblings,

Notwithstanding the labor force trends
and the increasing demand for child care
and preschool programs. the United States
is commonly characterized as having a
jigsaw puzzle of child care and preschc,o1
education services. Moreiiver, that puzzle
is perceived to be missing some important

pieces such as:

IN a lack of clear consensus about quality;

an mcompatibility between quality
and cost;

In inadequacies in some states'
recnilatii ens:

NM insufficient financial assistance Ii low-

income families to perimt access to
child care;

IS ineffective policies to increase supply:
and

UN a dearth of child c are in tural reas.

To quote I )r. se Caldts ell. Donaghey
Distinguished Profess, vi of Education at

the University of Arkansas at tittle Rock:

Sonits,ne me said that sou 4:an't
just add the idea that the world
is round to the idea that it's flat.
Yini have to go back and rethink
the whole enterprise. This is what
this siciety has had to do with
child carerethink the whole
enterprise and come up with a
new understanding 1 it.

Over the past decade, the child care
problem has appeared on state and local
government agendas, with initiatives to
put the puzzle together and supply the
missing pieces. This past year, Congress
has been pressured to have the federal
gnvernment join the task, with substantial
new direct TeSOurces and prescriptions for
service delivery. Whether any of the several

kdetal legisfative proposals ate -enacted this
year, state and local government will
continue to be the focal point for "fitting"
together the three key child care pieces:
quality, acceis, and affordability.

Governors, human service administrators,
welfare directors, directors of children and
family services, and state kgislators are
trying to respond to the butgeoning demand
for child care with deliberate, informed
policy and practice. I lowever, their
efforts to "rethink the whole
enterprise" are impeded tw a
KarCify of systematic, centralized
infonmnion. What essentially
defines quality child care?
Should states be in the hum
ness of establishing tesource

and referral agencies, and
if so, to what end.
and how? flow can
states convince
private
employers
that child care
assistance can be
offered with minimal
liability risk ? What

standards have states adopted for farad
day care homes and are such standards
widely accepted? What ki:ids of financ
assistance are states offering tu low-incor

families for child care, at what family
income levels, ana through what med
anisms? To what extent does supply fal
short of demand in states, and for wha
types of child care? These are some of .

questions states have been asking the
National Govenu irs' Assoc iation.

NGA Child Cille Survey

In spring 1988, the NGA Ciimmittee
I Inman Resources specifkally request(
the Center for Policy Research to sulk
funding to conduct a survey on the sta
of child care in the states. In light of a

emerging consensus tin the attribute
qualm child care, and amidst a

climate of increasing demand fc
child care among a broader spe
trum of the population, renew

pressures on state subsidy pro-

grams, and multiplying state
initiatives to move clients g

welfare and into jobs, the
committee sought up-to-i

information on how St;
are responding
these and othe
forces.

Much has Nip
pened during tl

subsequent year
a half that it took
NGA to develop r

research priipAwal,



obtain funding. design and field test the
surrey instniment. analyw the findings,
and prepare a final report. Several other
iirganizathins have unclertaken or com-
pleted their own studies of different
aspects of tlw child care picture.
Numerinis advocacy groups collabsirated

to pressure t :ongress (sir new federal k.hild

k are legedant in, which may pass during

the lt.11st 'ongress. And the Family
Stipp, trt major welfare-to-work
whim inn wise that guarantees child care

to c. in rent and ft timer welfare recipients
led.. signed into law in Ocrt iber N88.

This rept 41 fet'i Inds and synthesize% the

results tit' a hdd care survey of state
tatK :ttnlint Ted by NA. betweeii lin re

and October 114S9. the survey sought
answers tt t !UMW iii t hw quA74.th in% posed bx

the elm:unfree, and more. The rept itt
also c.ipitalizes A in selected infi itnut
gathered lys tither gr gips. informant in

that lielped ,eep the Nt ;A snrvey more

it icused th.u, it itlwrwise might have been.

In pun( olat. tit ;A is indebted ( ;wen

Pli,rgan ot Wtids,l'arnds I 1irectit Inc

wk shared selected data tin state Linki
care regulations that she collected in spring

I9S9 and will soon publish in 1 he Nanunal
Star: I 4 t hild i. tXiC Regidan4 pm, 1080

Alst UK: luded inft,rmation irtqii The
( ate Statling Stuth.

ted in Atlanta, N Ist( in. I )etnia,
Phoenix. and !Neatt le dining 1q8S by staff

t it the (. 'are Empli Ivey [In ?JCL

Servey Methodology

Five identical copies of' the NGA survev
were mailed to a single in each

Governor's office whii t wersees state child
care policy. The official was asked to send

copies td the survey (or portions thereid)
to Al ,tattr agencies with responsibility for
any aspect of child care pi ii IsV, pn +gram,

ir regulation to obtain accurate data.
Agency officials were asked Iii tetlltil their
lomplewd survey (or portion) to the

ivenuies aide. wilts then ciimbined and
tectirded all response% in a single %MVO'

instrument that was returned to Nt A.
Respmses were received ft, nu fit tv ...tate%

.md the 1 Nstrict itt. 1411116a. lins publica,
thin thus repi ins tin fifty tiW ltirl..d1t it. in%.

Report Coward

The report assesses state roles and
ee....ayis the child cafe

puzzle. :md its Missing pieces. in f, Air main

areas:

IN States as Reetilatiii s, examining their
role in regulating group size, child;
staff Egli's, and training tequarments;
pnimoting continuity 4 care: and
enacting new kgislatit in.

In States as hdflJLI% ti ttlistint i al their
nile in financ mg child care for low-
income famillek (C. g.. determining
market rates of care. using federal funds

ft Pr child Cate, atid iffermg depoident
Care tax credits against the state

inconw tax) a% well as their respt,n-

sibilities in responding to new
demands generated by welfare ref inn

11111 Shift's aS SNStetti Builders, hioking at

their role in building resource and
rekrtal netwiirks (including the
stimulation of iww supply). mitigating
liability insurance barriers for child
care prtwiders. augmeming chikl care

in rural areas, promoting mph /yet-
assisted child care. and esnmating the
ttital current supply of child care in
the state.

11111111 States as Emphryers, exploring die role

states can play in becoming int idel

employers for their civil service
emphiyees by t 4ter ng parental leave
Hicks and Ott slte Chad care.



[States as Regulators

Changes in the composition or Amenc,m
fannlies in the 1970s rnd 1980s have put
new pressure on state programs that nulate
and provide child care. Previously, full-
day child care centers were used primarily
by poor families who were makMg the
transinem froin welfare to work, and by
working class fanulies who did not require
substantial assistance from government to
enable them tt, work. At the sanw time,
part-day nursery school programs have been
wideh used by nonworking middle- and
upper-inct one in, 'fliers tor duld tleveh sy
ment purpt 'se.. Nit ire weently, part-day
ehild develeipment progratn have been
made available re, le ,w- me, any children
through }lead Start. minx uls, and other
sponsors. As regulators, states license these
programs tor rich and poor, regardless of
whether the users Me eligible tor a subsdy,

tivk et senile states apply higher licensing
standards w hen a pre 'gram receives public
di ,llars.

langes in the way women participate in
the wi wide ace. the increase in singk-parent
hi/Ines. and the necessity hit many fatuities
to have two wage earners to meet rhea
evoritimic resptunsibilities have moved child
care from a pre ,gram serving only a narrow
segment ot the population to tune with
broad-based support. The result of this shift
is an increasing interest by the public in
states' regulation id ehild care. Ft if
example. thirty cif the fifty states now
regulate part-day nursery schools, but
regulation ot child care quality. in public
schools ye uric inues to be rare,

No matter how stringent, regulations
cannot guarantee high quality care.
lowever, state regulations can create

conditions conducive to quality cart. They
establish a bask floor of quality; the ceiling
is established by the goals of the child
care provkler (Morgan).

While many factors combine to create a
quality child care setting. research strongly
stIOWNts that ((air factors clukl/stail ratio,
group size, teacher training, and continuity
of carrgivers play the largest role in
promoting quality. States can best use their
regulate )ry authority in these hail areas
promote an environment where quality care
is more likely to take place.

The tot huwing data are excerpted from a
content analysis t if 1989 state child care
wolat ions that was t onduc ted by Weal/

Family Direetions, Inc. it put the data
On child/staff ratios into context, the ratios
are compred with accreditation standards
developed by the Natinnal Association ftir
the Education of Young Children
(NAEYC). The association uses those
standards to asse tb centers seeking
accreditation as me,clels of gots,' quality.
While there is neuckar consensus on what
child/staff ratios she add be, NAEYt : ratios
provide professionally accepted guidelines
against which ,,tates may examme their
regulations in this area.

Group Size and ChildIStaff Ratio
Requiremems iP Centers

Thy maximum number t it k himleiren itt'i
caregivet is called the child/staff ram,. Thy
childtstaft ratio apptcupnatdy vanes with
the age of' the children, the type of activity.
in whkh they are engaged. and the special
needs of the children. t1u,up size is the
maximum number t it children in a specitic
age group allowed in a single class setting.
Research demonstrates that smaller group
sizes and larger numbers ot staff to children
are related to positive outcomes tor
children, such as inc teased Interaction
between adults incl childnm, less aeression
by children, and more cooperation among
children (NAEY( ). While child/staff ratios
and group size constitute the greatest
determinants of quality of care, they also
are the greatest determinants ot the cost
tut care. The lower the rant, and group size,
the greater the staff costs of caring for a
given number cif children. Table I presents
the licensing ratios and group sue ceilings
reported by each state for three selected
age groups in center-based child care.

0 0
4. 4.

Table 2 displays the ratios in Table 1 against
ratios recommended by the National
Association fin- the Education of Young
Children. Thirty states reported baseline
licensing ratios meeting NAEY( rs standard
fOr children under age one, twenty fOr
children age two, and nineteen for children
age four. Thus, more than half the statcs'
licensing standards already meet the
recommended child/staff ratio ft ir mtams,
while less than half reportedly meet it tor
either t we N-year-i &Is ot tow- year-olds.

As states compare their IMIe us against the
high quality NAEY( : guidelines, they
%tumid ex.unine their baseline Ikensitig
regular Ions on ratios as well as their
standards tor subsidized care (so-called
"fiscal requirements"). Data on flitt al
requirements are not available tor all stati!s,
but it is known that at !cast a few stares
impose ratios tor subsidized children tliat
are more stringent than the NA EYt. :
act reditation standards.

While some argue that states ekight te,
accelerate regulatory improvements in
child/staff ratios, especially for tt nit-year-
olds, the pace of regulation has Important
implications for the COSI of care. A
significant rise in cost may force children
out of the fOrmal child care system and
into either less regulated family day vary
homes, self-care (i.e., latchkey care), or
care by older sibline,s. One alterrunive is
tor states to regulate the improvement in
child/staff ran, 0%, let the cost rise, and
increase the amount of thy subsidies they
offer to le ,w- and middle inconw working
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sten Or two sots al ratios
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State Up to One *a; Two Years Four Years State Up to One Itar Two Years FOUr Years

Connecticut 4 1 4:1 10:1 Tennessee* 5:1 or 7:1 8:1 15:1

a 20 10 or 14 16 20

Maine 4 1 5-1 10:1 Dana of Colombia 4:1 4:1 10:1

12 15 NR 8 20

Massachusetts* 3.1 or 7.2 4.1 or9.2 10:1 or 15.2 Florida 6:1 12:1 20:1

7 9 24 NR NR NR

New Hampshire 4 1 6.1 12:I GOMIS 7:1 10:1 18:1

8 12 NR NR NR NR

Rhode Island 4 1 6 .1 10:1 North Carohna 7:1 121 20:1

4 20 14 24 25

Vennont 41 51 10.1 South Carolina 8;1 12:1 20;1

10 20 NA NR NA

Delaware 7 I 101 151 Virgima 4.1 101 12:1

NR NR NR NR NR NR

Maryland 3 1 6:1 10:1 West Virginia 4:1 8:1 12:1

6 12 20 NR NR NR

New Jersey 4 1 71 15.1 Arkansas 6:1 9.1 15:1

NR NR NR NR NR NR

Now Yurk" 4 1 4.1 or 5.1 7:1 at 8 1 Louisiana 6 I 12:1 16 1

8 12 or 10 21 or 16 NR NR NR

Pennsylvania 4 1 10;1 Oklahoma' 4:1 81 15.1

4 6 20 8 or 12 16 30

4 1 8 1 10.1 Texas° 5:1 or 12.2 11;1 of 13:1 181 et.20:1

12 16 20 5 w 12 35 35

Indiana 4 1 5 I 12.1 An wire 5:1 or 11:2 8.1 or 17:2 13:1

15 NR NR NB NH

Michigan 4 1 4:1 121 Colorado 5.1 7.1 121

NR NR NR 10 14 NR

Minnesota 4 1 7.1 Idaho 12 I 12.1 12:1

8 14 20 NR NR NR

Ohio 6 1 71 14.1 Montana 4.1 8:1 10.1

12 14 Nfi NR NR

Wisconsin 4 1 6.1 131 Nevada" 4:1 or 6.1 8:1 13:1

12 24 NR NR NR

Iowa 4 1 6.t 12:1 New Mexico 6:1 1071 12:1

NR NR NR NR NR NR

Kansas 3 1 7.1 12:1 Utah 4:1 7.1 15.1

9 14 24 a 25 25

Missouri 4 1 8 1 10 1 Wyommg 5:1 8.1 15:1

16 NR NR NR NR

Nobtaska 4 1 6. I 12:1 Alaska 5:1 6.1 10:1

NA NR NR NR NR NR

North Dakota 4 I 5 I 101 California 4.1 4:1 12:1

NR NR NR NR NR NR

South Dakota 5 1 5 1 10 1 Hawav PRH 8.1 16-1

20 20 20 NR NR NR

Alabama 6 1 81 ID. 1 Oregon 4:1 4:1 1(Y1

NR NR NR 8 20

Kentucky 6 1 10.1 14-1 Washavion 4.1 7 1 10 1

NA NR NR 14 TO

Vassissipul 5 1 12.1 16.1

NR NR NR

rk

parents. in many states, fiscal conditions
o or other policy priontres (e.g., expanding
Medicaid coverage fin- pregnant women
and children) preclude this option. In othcr
states, 5ItIIflg snindards has been a difficult

pnicess. Some child care providen may be
highly resistant to changing the standards
because their pricing strategy depends
entirely ton unsubsidized parental tees.

Notwithstanding this caveat , survey data
indicate that state officials would like to
see some changes in their chili' care
regulations. Thirty-four states agreed and
sixteen disagreed with the statement that
their regulations need updating. Some
caretully paced unprovement to state
regulation of child care is likely over the
next several years. Such regulatory action
will nerd to ,arike a balance amok* the
competing calls for quality enhancement,
mcreased access, and manageabk cost.

Training Requirements

Training requirements ti ir caregivers have
generated a great deal of debate. Many
bdieve that caring tOr children Litres mot
require training and that L!xperience as a
mother prepares a person for the poll.

however. mothering and caring tOr the
children ot others require attferunt skills
(Katz). Mothers' interaction with their own
children is different than the interaction
between teachers and children. Trained
caregivers are more hkely to plan
devil opmentally onented activities and are
better able to identitY the devdopmentally
ppropriate needs of each child. Further,
trained caregivers are int re likely to be
aware ot the L mical issues in host-L.7111g

a
5



TABLE 2

Number of States by
Mild/Staff Ratios

' for Selected Age
Groups in
Center-Based Care

NMYC accraditaiam
standard.

Nom 'Howell dors nut permit
Canter based mtant cdre

Samos MAI-anti). poet
bon*. lni Nnonal Rate
lit OW Care ReOatrans.
Iforthcurningt and Natninal
Atmec union lor nw Lucabcm
of Young Children, Accretion
bon Criteria and firrn7rdir!es
Of the Nei ONO Academy
I: 41'4 Childhood P'wp.'n.
Wel

Chr td/Statt Retro

3.1
4:1

5 1
8:1
7: 1

9 .1

9: 1

101
11.1

12.1

13:1

141
151
16.1

17.1

18.1

151
201
Total

Up to One *sr Two Years Four Years

7

3 7

11

5
1

6 12

3
2

7

3

2

3

set urr relaruinsliws between the staff and
children in care. finally. the 1988 Nat It mai

:are Staftiiig Study ident Card first
the anh iiint t if fiirmal ediitation. arid i.ectind
the amount ot training as the strongest
predict, irs , 4 qmihr teat her beILIcu

Atilt mg staves- resptindents there was near
mianini, illS igtvement abtitit the need ha.
intereased TIMM lig if child care winiters.
Fifty states responded that ink teased
naming ii t aregivers is needed in tlwir
sates.

Table 3 Inc., ates the training mluironents
ir those family day care }unties

and flu ise working in t. had care centers
Nineteen states rept ated that they requite
sonic. tsp.. of naming tor t.uniI lav care

pr, iv iders, Six states require prt Alders
t., hose stint(' son ot initial training Mote
dies. .1re ii It Arek I rt I firm t +perm:, de.. Seven

stares irtpilie no Unita! t hit 31

5t 51

teiltItte a speCiht 'tint ii ingoing,

training atuniallv. it nir statt's form: 1,,,th
wit IA and onetime, training.

All but tsvelve states tutted that they have
training requirements hit i hilJ care teachers
wi,rking in centers. liii states require these
caregivers lc, let eive presetv ice training
belt ire wt irk ing: seventeen stare% requite

presets- training and a spec ml it mitt milt

tilt edui. anon each year; ten stares

I,. quire nit presenice training but do require

ollgt itng training; and two states Montana

and ( !alit and requite caregivers
receive an iirientatii in heti ire beginning
w,

Continuity of Care

A child's sense tit WI: WON depends tin the
connnuity and stability of caregivers.
When a child forms a relantinship with a
caregiver. he or she us better able to effect
a slut toth transition from home to child
care. In pan, this relationship is based on
the availability and redictahihty of the
caregiver. Predictahlity depends on a stahlt

Laregiver who sees the child on a dailv
basis over a long period (I lowes).

A threat to continuity of care is the rapid
mintiest arming caregivers, which is often
caused by salaries. Forty-nme states
reported that rIttwidcri in their states have

nimover. The Natit mat :hild ( :ate
Staffing Study (NC( :SS), ctinducted by
Marcy Whitebook, Uarollee limes, and
Deborah Phillips in 1988, confirms this
,ibservation. The study assessed 227 child
care centers in five metn polit an areas.
reflecting the diversity iiicenter-based care
nationwide. The averaw turnover raw in
centers was 41 percent annually; the

etage Mk' ttir the first SEX months was
an alarming it percent. Further, Nt
data revealed th.it the average hi wily wage
for a child care worker in 1988 was $5.35
nitaling $9, 363 annually based on rhirry
five hoiirs per week for fifty weeks.
The resulting instability of the teaching
statf is detrimental to children. Nt
found that children in centers with high
turn' wet rates spent less time engaged in
social activities and more time wancierinc
aimlessly. They als,) scored lower on mil
standardized tests of hmguage and social
develt >mem than children in centers with
more stable teaching staff.

Massachusetts: Building Career Ladders

Using its regulatory authority, the Office for
Children in Massacluisetts estabhshed five
portions (assistant teacher, teacher, head
teacher, director 1, and director II) to ensure

qualified staff for child care facilities as
well as to create a career ladder for these
workers To help caregivers qualify for and
advance to these positions, the office oper
ates a $570,000 state-fended program of edu-

cation for child care workers.

Operated by the Office for Children since
1386, the program buys blocks of courses
needed to meet the qualifications estab
lished by regulation and offers them to
caregivers Resource and referral agencies
also are contracted to provide workshops
and seminars focusing on the specific needs

of family day care providers and those who
serve school age children

In a survey conducted by the office, focus-
ing on turnever among child care workers,
salary and training were the greatest pre-
dictors of retention By establishing career
ladders and providing the training needed
to meet those requirements, Massachusetts
officials believe that this program, together
with other efforts to raise salaries, plays a
part in improving the quality of child care,
ensuring a well-trained workforce, and re-
ducing turnover

for hinter information contact Karen SheiAt
ter, Office for Children, 10 West Street. Bus.

ton, Massachusetts 02111, (616) 727 8900



TABLE 3

States with Training
Requirements tor
Family Day Care
Homes and Centers

Note: NA not applicable.

borer Work/Family Dime.
hong. Inc., The National Stars
of Chad Cars Regulabona I919
(forthcoming)

State

Connecticut
Maine
Massachusetts

Island
rmont

Delaware
Tn

New Jain
New York

Pennanie
Illinois
lndtana
Michigan
Minnesota
Ohio

Wisconsin
Iowa
Kansas
Missouri
N.ibraske
North Dakota
South Dakota

Alabama
Kentucky
Mississippi
Tennosses

District of Columbia

Rorida 111.111.NA
Georgia
North Carolina
South Carolina
Virginia
West Vir inis
Arkansas
Louisiana
Oklahoma

Texas

Training

Family Day Care Homes Centers

nide! Ongoing Both
Preservice Ongoing Orientation

Preservice & Ongoing only only

"nos

NA NA

=1
111111

NA

Arizona
Colorado
Idaho
Montana
Nevado
New Mexico
Utah

omin

Alaska
California
Hawaii
Oregon

Washington
Total

Note:

27

NA NA NA

MS-

19 6 7 4 10 17 10

Nineteen states have training requirements for family day care homes.
Thitity-nine states have training requirements for day care centers.
Ferotwo states have training requirements for family day care homes and/or centers.

Except for establishing a statewide
minimum wage, states do not regulate the
wages paid to chikl care workers any more
than they do those paid to workers in most
other fields. However, local school districts
set the wages paid to public school teachers.
Frequently, child care workers with the
proper credentials leave child care work to

become teachers in public schools, where
the pay is higher and the benefits are better.
In the future, more states may wish to follow

New York's example; the legislature ear-
marked new funds for grants to centers
serving subsidized children to raise the
salary scale of child care workers.
States pursuing this path could better
equate salaries paid to child care workers
with those paid to local school teachers,
and thus keep more caregivers employed
in the child care field. Salary enhancement
legislation also has been enacted in
Alaska, Connecticut, Massachusetts, and

Minnesota.

There is a second issue related to continuity
of care that will gain urgency with
implementation of the Family Supixtrt Act.
Current state policies often terminate
subsidies for child care at defined points
of eligibility that are below parents' ability
to continue paying for such care on their
own. This can force parents to move their
child to a less expensive provider. Under
the Family Support Act, states are required

to provide, on a sliding fee scale, twelve

months of transitional child care to parents
receiving Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) who are entering

28
71



Mew Ma& Salary Enhancement ftw Chid Care Staff

In 1988 the New York legislature approved V minion for increased salaries and benefits for

caregivers working in child care centers (incktdmg Head Start) that are licensed, not-for-profft.

and willing to serve subsidized families. ft was hoped the fends would help the state recruit and

retain qualified staff. Dm state's Department of Social Services distributes the money in a kimp

sum to counties, because in New Yort cavities are responsible for delivering human services.

The counties then distribute the funds to eligible providers.

Forty percent of a county's allocation is based on the number of children in a center from families

with incomes at or bekeir 200 percent of the federal poverty guideline. Since these families are

unable to absorb fee increases to raise staff salaries, the centers are targeted for a portion of

these funds to retain staff. Another 40 percent of a county's allocation is available for any

not-for-profit center that is willing to serve subsidized families. A single center can apply for and

receive funds from both allocations. The remaining 20 percent of funds can be used et the

county's discretion for any salary or benefit enhancementactivity Training tor caregivers also e.

an aRowable use of these discretionary funds. Centers served under this program may include

those operated by religious institutions, provided the program content is nonsectarian.

Prefiminary results seem premising. In New Thrk City the first locality to implement the program.

center staff turnover in fully subsidized centers has dropped from 42 percent to 27 percent.

according to the New York State Child Care Coordinating Council A further benefit of the program

is the increased interest counties are taking in child care and the salaries of providers. To be

eligible for program funds, counties must submit a plan for their day care activities and gather

data on the salaries of these working in centers. The planning process alerted many county

officials to the problem of staff turnover in child care centers. Two counties are supplementing

the state grant with their own funds to help raise caregiver salaries.

For further intonation contact: Louise Stoney, Nei, York State Child Care Coordinating Council,

237 Bradford Street, Albany New Wei 12206.1516) 463-11663

emph,ylnent arid leaving the welfare rolls.
Itluiugh the federal regulations state that

these parents must be required to p:w
something. states are tree rti determnw
what the tee scale will lw tor different

nne levels. States are urged to Alp(
op4inen r scales t hat begin 14 iw enough

ilid that graduate milderatch. so parents
I an maintain ont Inuit .11 & ate tor their

hildren

II

New Legislation

State kislarturs have ddressed tattle

range of child care issues in the Iasi year.
The miist nt Inmi in alp >II. taken m thirty
;me states. was authorizing funds to expmid

existing pn,grams and. in sixteen states.
increasing the am, 'tint paid for subsidized

child care. State lawmakcf:s expressed the
most interest in Lundy dm% care homes.

with twelve states passing kgislat tti
nvilate this form it child care. Eight state
legislatures addressed center caw and sewn
states hicused on gnuip day care homes.

Other issues addressed by legislation were
expanding child abuse reporting laws
include child care workers; increasing the
income limits on suhsidized calr

requiring criminal record checks for child
care win-kers: mandating penalties ti it thi
i)perating illegal child care facilities; and
authorizing funds tor on-site care for state
employees.

10.my states are addressing child care issues

through their achnnustrative rulemaking
prt ,cess. Thus, the foregoing synopsis of
legislative activity does not reflect the full
range of action being taken by states.
Nevertheless. a seems dear that through
b. 'di legislatiiin and regulation states are
taking the initiative to impgrade the
standards by which child cai e facilities ate
indeed. Of particular interest. sixteen states
also tt action to increase the price they
pay tin- substdized care.

Illississiept: Rig Steps

Upon taking office in 1966, the Gomm
identified the improvement of the state's edt

cation and child care systems as pnositio
of his administration, Tho pecan undo
taken is an example of the first step a stat
can take to befter meet the needs of famine

To assess the status of the state's chit
care system, the Governor appointed a tar
force cemposed of corporate leaders, chi
dren's advocates, pa:widths, agencies ove

seeing chid care programs, legislators, sr
other iMerese.J parties. After eight mord
of gathering information, the task fore
issued a report to the Governor that mat:
recommendations for change and providz
an outline of the policy, program, and legi.
lative actions required for implementing On

proposed changes.

This yew many of the task force's recce
mendations are before the state legislate
The proposals cover a host of areas, itickg
ing strengthening the stata's early childhot
ethication program and improving child ca.
licensing standards. The task force is no
active in supporthig these lifts and is playir
a new role in prwnoting child care ami-
de) state's busdiess leaders.

For !either intonation cotact: Charlotte
anst, Oifice for Children and Youth, Depar
mem of Human Services 421 West Pasc

goul3 &feet, Jackson, Mississippi 3920
ISM 949-2056.
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States as Funders

titaright pn 'vision of chi LI care

has been acknowledged as a legitimate
activity of government only under certain
circumstances. The Mothers' Pension. an
outcome of the 1909 White lionse
Conference on the Care d Dependent and
Negkckd Children, provIckd federal grants
to widows and wives of disabled husbands
to enable them to stay at home to care for
their children. During the Great Depres-
skin. the federal Works Progress Minims-
nation (WPA) established more than 1,700
child care centers, and the Lanham Act
funded child care inograms that served an
estimated 500,000 children during Wtirld
Wall (1140.

The is ilk ies driving these programs reveal
much about society's attitudes of govern-
ment itwolvement in child caw. In all of
these pnigrams, gtA'ernment's pn,vision ill
child care was nt it an end in itself, but a
nit)i fin- the acluevenient t it tither %Non, tMic
and social goals (Boles). The Mothers'
Pensit in was based on the belief that the
family is the cornenat me 4 it St h.: ty. And
since a single nit idler cam'', a lst ith raise

her children and supptirt die household.
it was the duty it gt,veniment to support
female-headed families (Kerr). The WPA
t. CIIRTS served primarily tt provide it at,

tt a the unemph iced, while the Matti

41(eCtlyc ) a the 1 anhain cohles, V4)1. It)

enable Wt imemi tt ) t.. ot-l.t in war rt, slut tit al

Indust lies.

In 190i, the federal et iveliunent's role in
child Cate t hanged. Part , it the War t in

Poverty, r be I lc.mJ Start pr. 9.4Lins st itigh

thnnieh early interventi, in to t A'1,11;t tine

the deficiencies of "culturally kprived"
children and prepare them fiw school. This
was government's initial foray into child
care pnigrarns of a developmental nature.
While the WPA and Lanham centers
revolved around the parents' needs, Head
Start was the first government program to
pan the tradition of the nursery school
movement, which stressed devdopmental
programming to address children's needs
(offe).

By the 1970s, states began recognizing that
many welfare-to-work pmgrams were faiiiitg
because families could not affonl child caw.
Typically using funds from Title XX of the
Social Security Act, they responded by
establishing subsidized child care pngrams
f a working Rita' families and families
makatg the transition from reliance on
public assistance to participation in the
wurkforce. The overriding goal ni these
programs was to facilitate AFLX: recipients'
efforts to leave welfare and move into the
leil.",*rf market.

address the transitional child care needs
ot tOrmer recipients, stares typically selected
pi, ividers believed to be delivering high
quality care. Providers were selected
through the state's procurement pn
and )1 Ct ract specified a number tit "skits"

bit .1 set tee. It a parent met the state's
int time eligibility requirements, he or she
t niLl t ibtain cafe a contracted

provider. I lowever, tine drawback to this
appttiach is that It limits the tamily's choice
ot prt >eiders. Although a pn wider rimy be
avallabk next door. an digible family may
have to travel at iuss toW11 11 a pi-, wider

1(11 tate Lt

By the 1980s, states began to acknowledge
that the contracted care system, though
simple to administer, has undesirable
limitations. Directing subsidized families
to certain ctintracted prtividers tiften leads

to economic segregatit in ti

Further, contracting does not offer families
the flexibility they' need to fmrticipare in

the workforce. Filially. as state- initiated
weltare-to- work programs were enriched
with a hniad range t it (dile ational and
training tipptittunit les, it became evident
that flex ihhty in parental choice ni child
care we add be needed tt match the
flexibility built into tluise educational and
training options. In the l990s, tinple-
tiiefltatt in tit the Family Supptat Act and
its federally mandated welfare at t-ict irk-

pragram (JOBS) will continue to require
matching flexible education, training, and
job placement activities with flexible chiki
care choices.

Trends in Service Delivery

States have developed provider agreements
and vouchers as alternatives or supplements
to the purchase of service contracts in an
ethwt to make the subsidized system better
meet the needs of families. Some shifted

away from contracting altogether, while
others kept the contracting mechanism
fur stability and added vouchers for
targeting and flexibility. Prnvider agree-
ments are open-ended arrangements
between the state and provider stipulating
that if a subsidy-eligible family requests
service, the provider will serve that family
fifur a predetermined fee (on a space available
basis). Prnviders ate not guaranteed that
any subsidized families will come to their
facility. The state establishes as many of
these agreements as possible in a community
to give families the maximum number of
options in selecting a provider. Eligible
parents then present the providet with a
service authorization form, often called a
voucher, to receive service.

NGA's survey data indicate that states mist
often are using a combination of provider
agreements and purchase of service con-
tracts no pllsyide Subsidized care (see
map). The responses reveal that only
eighteen states manage their subsidy
programs exclusively with a purchase of
SelVice CitntralT system. Tim states reported



using pi.ivitier agreements with no
restraints on wheiv patents van obtain care.
Twenty.three states cued a cyanbinathin
tit contracts and provider agrt.ements.
further. twenty -011ie state% %Aid tiles' Plan

to cil.mge the way their subsidized systems
iperate in the haute. The tih.t t Ammon
reas.uns given for these expected changes
are implememon in .4 the Family Support
Act ithincen states) and the tlesue to shift
the service delivery. system ANA% 11%1111

0 tOtrActs and h.w.nd prt wider agreements
t six states). The remaining ten states

'tiered t variety 14 t +filet 11.M.4

Market Rams

Although the pn wider ,igreement system
let..1.8.11s battler'. 111 itAtellt... lit tit 14

pnivnict... dim 14. ,inother factor that can
ti a tam dies using subsidged

t :ire This Ilinitant al t, 111'. if the ,imount

the state pas,. tot that tare tills sigroth ;auk
below tlic market ran ha tate in a ..ora-
munity. Tinny states repined that mans
duld tare pn wider., are reluctant to
serve subsidved families. Such rehictance
may be doe to state reimbursement rates

that ate ctitupetitive in the Ilk at

morket; AO eXt essive am. tt 11,1pel1tt)rk

required ret euve reunburseimmt; Or all
inordinate delav in receiving iNt.tnent fit

the state. Whyte sin h ..liditions prevail,

child tail' pn L.4in be at. /Vim tint T1

%Itbs Id !zed families as st t.its
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Pemeskieula: Parent Choice and Local Management

Melding parent choice the prime factor in the distnbution of subsidized child care funds is the goal
(hiving Pennsylvania's restructuring of its subsidized child care prognim. The state has Misted
subsidized child care since the late 1960s. Using Title XX and state money it typically contracted
with one or more providers in each county to serve eligible families. BOW families could choose

a provider only from among those with a state contract

In 1984 the Department of Public Welfare piloted a program that allowed parents to choose then
child care provider by uskig vouchers ratlyr than rely* on contracted providers. The department

established a Local Management Agency (LMA), which was resPoisible for managing the
county's subsidized child care funds. (Lehigh County volunteered for this pilot) The LMA was
charged with providing resource and referral services to those seeking subsidized care, and
offering training to Participating providers. To implement the program, the state chose an existing
resource and refe-ral enemy, Community Services for Children, which has become the county's

leading child care resole ca.

In 1988 Pennsylvania expended the program to twelve counties and the state plans eventually to
have all sixty-seven counties participate. Under the LMA mechanism, stata child care funds
follow the family. This contrasts with the earlier approach in which funds flowed directly to
providers. Moreovet l.MAs pay the market rate, rather than a state rate, for chdd care in the
community The state behaves that more care can be purchased for the same IIMOUnt of money
since many families choose family day care homes, and since the local market rate is sometimes
less than the state rate, especially in rural areas.

For further information contact: Christopher Iltiotfe. Day Care Division, Office of Children, 1buth,
and Families, Department of Put* Videlfara, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 1=17171 757-3976.

Table 4 shows the meth, Ni states used in
OM to deternune the price t t r cam

Survey dna reveal that nit rsr dies drc 114

using a hical i uatket rue when pun basing

cafe. Twenty six states nidicared that tlwy

set a statewide pinchasing price it II-

Mlbsidred Cart.. Five starL". k.-Ited a state rate

with geogtaphic c Arian. al, Another six
states repotted pay mg the !milky! 1,01' It .1.

care in the 4. i finimmit, . and seceli states

p.uld the mai Iser rate (iv A t Ate 'et

ethht: 'Fbret' N1 tv,, Itt12, IR' rates v4 Oh

each individual care provider. and in one
state \''irginkt localittes set the pike

paid ft it suhsitLed emu,

Twelve states had ci)ndtit led market rate

studies ,cs it July 1989. In flare states these
studies were conducted by counties, and
fi,ilt stales made this task ILa! rels
; it h k il reSt Mile and Mei 1.d agenc les

It is likel% thAt M.11 is ni try slates have

11 in wleted market rate studies at this
(espinse It) the tetionenient it

Ilw Family Support Act to itnidw:t such a
sttitly. Ht tWeVer, while the legislation
requires all stares ro 0,,mpkte such studies
and establish local market fates by July
1990, a note of caution is needed. The
final regulations for ESA. issued by the

Department ot I Iealth and !Inman
Services (I it IS), prohibit start-strum using
federal funds to pay inure than the 75th
percentile of the local market rate fOr child
care (except in rural areas, w lien: the full
cost can be paid). Many state child Cate
staff vs, iiced cl.erns about the impact this
may have on diminishing the pool of
provider!. willing t serve I-SA-subsidized

This tihn Ia irce states to supple .

mem the ESA reimbursement with state
and It ic al hinds ti inch Ike pr,,viders lit

serve ESA clients

State Use of Federal Funds

Table S preseilts the Sy ti In 0% i4 tisieral tnnds

identified by the t 7ongressional Research
Service as available to states bit Child Late
assistance as Well .t1 the tlumber of state

agemies admintswring these funds. Mu
mc hiding I -lead Start monies, which
directly to local programs in the h inn ot
I I I IS grants, states tepi 'nett that the most
frequently LISed nth. e itt federal binds
continue to be Title x X or the Si Kul
Services Rack (. ;rant (forty .tive states)
and the k Xpendent (Tare Pluming and
1)evel, ipment I ham (I 'try states). Simi-
larly. they are using buds autlumzed under
the it'', Training Par tnetsh ip Act hit
sum Mice serVices from the IIA
Fl k grant ot Tule I1B summer employ-
twit pri 'gram hit yi 'tab (twenty-nine

states); and from the Title III dislocated
workers program (thirteen states). A large
number of states (thirty-four) reported
using ill IS' Cluld kwelopment Amiociate
scholarship funds tor training. and mites-

credentialing of child care workers.
Only eleven states reported using Com-
nninity Deceit went Block Chant funds,

and only three indicated they ate tapping
Indian Chad Welfare ACt monies bit
child care assistance. Some of the most

enterprising states those accessing the
largest number nt feder.d funding sources
It ir child care assist.mce are Arizona
with thirteen sources and Maine and
Wisciaism each with eleven.

Table 5 also shows that these federally
supp trred binding sources are administered
by a number ot agencies within each state
and that there usually is no single state
agency overseeing the plograms supported

by federal hinds. Nevertheless, thirty-three
stares reported that they believe thete is
adequate coordination aim trIg agencies
with chikl care responsibilities, and thirty,
six stares agreed with a statement that
there is clear direction to their child care
prt4,,t,1111.

I, increase c x admit ion arming state

agencies, n ne srates reported that they
have cabinet-level commuters to coot&
nate child care resources. N ineteen other

states have interagency committees to
discuss pi 'Ito and iegulatii in &raiment.



IABLE 4

Method ter Setting
Sabsidized Child
Cate Rates by State

Nor 'Inseam instances
states tepettng statewide
sates have ceiblig buT tint a
statewide tate
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Wasbingtarc lhe Check Really is in the Mail

Child care providers most often are sma
businesses opereting with smaN fund ha
ances; thus when they serve subsitIze
families, they need to be pail on time. Thi
is difficult for many state mermen% Ia
in Washington a provider can expect to

Paid PramPtftt

The Social Service Payment System (SSP!
is operated by the Department of sea
arx1 Health Services end Sines as the pr,
ment system for subsidized ch*d Care sr:

other Pratrama Wended by the deParImer
Once a client is detenr*ted eNgRikt for sui
sidized care, kiformsoon regarding the pri
vider and rate to be paid is entered into th
system. SSPS sands a mom* invoice an
sell-addressed, wastage-Pak' anvaloPe
the providet who completes the iwoice tn
and returns it to the department. With:
twelve working daysor in many instant
soonerafter the invoice is returned, it-.
provider receives payment To reduce prof
!ems in biting, each provider serving sibs
dized faia.s receives a booldat describir
the subsidized prognun in which the cis(
is participating, the regulatkms, the nan-
d a contact perstm, and step-by-step iltStrW

tons for completing invoices.

For further information contact: Dori Slit:
Department of Social and Health Service
Family Independence Program, PO Box SD
MS HH-11, Olympia. Washington SP304,

586-8671.



MOON Stets

Social Chid Community Community Indian Dependent

Stinnes Welfare Development &MOS Child Care

Block Services Block Block Welfare Planning fi

Orate (11/43) Grant Giant ActState

Connecticut
Mame
Massachusetts
New Hampshire
Rhode Island
*imam
Delaware

Martiand
New Jamey
New Wyk
Pennsylvania

Dem
Indiana
%divan
Minnesota
Ohio
Wisconsm

IBM
WW1
Missoun
likrbraska
North Dakota
South Dakota

Alabama

Kentucky
Mississippi
Tennessee

NOM of Cokimbia
Honda
SOOT&
North noting
South L.
Vagina
Wits1Vir mu.
Arkansas

Louisiana
Oklahoma
Texas

Wilma
Colorado
Idaho
Montana
Nevada
NOW Mexico

Utah

=1AF'

Area Child
Economic & Education Development No. of State
Resource for the Associate Agencies/

.ITPA Deirelopmem Handicapped Scholarship Mnñstsflng
Wm Tee II MB Die Ul Program Chapter 1 Act Fund Ns. al Reran

2/4

Aloska NM=
Cakfornia
Hawaii
Oregon

Was on

Total

3/4
1/2

2/5

319

2/4
2/5
3/7
35
143

3/11

11/7

3/10
212

NM
3/4

2/11

1/4

1/5

3/7

1/1

4/7

an
1/5

1/2

4/10

2/3

317

1/1

4/13
1/2

2/4

3/6

6/8

15
1/4

NNW
3/7

NNNA
5/8

7/15

4/8

6 11 15 3 40 21 75 29 13 2 16 20 34

417(1



It i likdy that coordination and stream-
lining of state child care administration
will accelerate as states find it necessary

to link their existing subsidized care system

with their emerging systems for FSA clients,

Finlly, data collection appears to he a
problematic issue for states. There seems

lii be limited knowledge of how many
children are served with how many dollars,
and many states cannot report the number

children served through varkkus
pnioims. Further, in pnlgruns such as the

I, ih Training Partnership Act, child care is
a support service, and many states are
unable ht report the percentage of pnkgnun
dolhrs used for child care. It is possible
that in some states the expenditure portion
'if the survey did tukt get routed to the
person m cotnmand of the relevant data.

in any event, data collection in the child
k are arena is expected to improve, as states

move to comply with the data reporting
nd system interface mandates of. the
Family Support Act.

Program Eligibility

Sukkhzed child c,ue rogranks support
SAt irking families who otherwise woukl be

unable ti, work if tht y. did not receive
Assistanie. Eligibility continues until uch

nine as t.muly income rises tu pkiint where

nt ik ipated that the family can pn
the ttill Lim tit Lae. 1 1C 01 the state\

median .tuome detetimne the point
IWIT the subsidy ceases may provide

..ulksidies k losely related to the ki,st

it Ilk ing than does use of the federal

114
t

41

poverty guidelines. While the federal
poverty guidelines are developed to test
eligibility for certain federal sociai services
programs, they are computed for the entire
nation and are not reflective of geographic
differences in the cost of living. A state's

.74

median income is a better indicator of the
economic mvironment in which subsidy-
eligible families live.

Forty .eigh t states rerkrted priwiding child
care subsidies for AEI X recipients, ankl

twentyorw stares indicated they pn,vide
transitional k are, usually ranging Inkin three

to twelve months alter AFDC eligibility
enkk (see Tible (). All:situ. Minnesota,

and the District of Columbia reported no
limit on the months of eligibility for
transitional care. Sixteen states indicated
they use subsidized care for children
needing protective services.

./

Eligibility for subsidized child care is based

on a fatnily's income in relation to the

federal poverty guikklines in nineteen
states, and the state's nwdiim income in
twenty-four states. Three states reported
that they have subsidized programs 1Oil tie d

on both incotne scales.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

State Appropriations for Child Care

Some recent studies on child care leave
the impression that all government funds
for child care are federal, and that the
only state role is coordination. The most
recent example is a General Accounting
Office (GAO) publication, Child Care:
Government Putiding Sources, Coordina-

tion, and Service Availability. In fact, state

(and local) fiscal contributions to the
nation's child care system have been
steadily climbing during the 1980s. In the
Public School Early Childhood Study,
conducted by the Bank Street College of
Education, Fern Marx and Michelle
Seligson documented expenditures of WO
million during the 1986-87 school year for
school-based child care by public schools

alone.

The demand for subsidized care is great.
While six states reported that demand did
not exceed supply, forty-four responded
that the demand for subsidized care is
greater than the shkts available. This
problem was exacerbated during the 1980s
with the decline in federal funding for
child care. As shown in Table 5, most
states fund subsidized child care by using
the unrestricted dollars availaNe through
the Social Services Block Grant (SSBG),
augmenting these resources with their own
funds. Between 1977 and I988, SSBG
funds to states declined by 58 percent,
atter adjusting for inflation (GAO).
Twenty-nine states indicated that they
have increased their own funding in
response to reduced fedend funding.
though another twenty states noted that

4 2



TABLE 6

Eligibility for
Subsidized Care by
State

Wes: NA = no answer.
'Combined federal end state
funds.

Seem: National Governors'
Association Child Care Survey.
1989.

Stdte

Annecticut
Maine
Massachusetts
New Hampshire
Rhode Island
Vermont

Delaware
Maryland
New Jersey
New York
Penris Nano

Illinois
Indiana
Michigan
Minnesota
Ohio

Wisconsin
lowa
KdriSaS

Missouri
Nebraska
North Dakota
South Dakota

Alabama
Kentucky

Missis5111111

Tennessee

AFDC
Reel lents

Income up to
x% of Federal
Poverty Guideline

200

190

185

130

200

177

150

150

150

185

104

District of Columbia
Florida

Georgia
North Cd«)lin'ti

SLAM Cain lina
Virgihid

Vie NI

Aluonit
Colorado
Idaho
rivir alio lid

r4ivaild
Neq: Mr .

Aidskd
C

11,1,5,111

Oft.
it 11

133

140

175

125

150

Income up to
eu of State

Number of fv1oriths
atter AFDC

Children in Need
of Protective Total Children

Median Income Eligibility Ends Services Other Served/Year

70 12 NA

NA

/0 12 45,120

3,586

3,000

80 2,940

2,130

80
NA

80 11 17,500

128,345

24,233

NA 22.573

8,731

80 64,000

75 ds long as eligible 16,500

100 NA

82 12 NA

12 NA

4 890

60 6.996

3 NA

NA

498

8,00048

60
44 847

14.712

70
19 051

106 is iling 11 610

3

lt
43 314

8 500

30.000

4 SOO

70

lilt

4 441

4 600

80 11 10 177

4 1U7

16 3b0

NA

fib ds. long .rk, ottilblu 20.500

SU 65 NA
NA

1'3 988

1, NA
NA

4

74%

1 119

760
209 500

NA

4 742

NA

4 1 15 I



TABLE 7

State Funds for
Subsidized Child
Care in Fiscal 1959,

Administering
Agency, and Number
of Children Served
by State

Now NA no answer

Sovres: National Governors
Association Child Care Survey.
1989

116

State

Connecticut
Maine

Massachusetts

New Hampshire

Rhode Island

VPIDont

Delaware
Mar ylaod
Now .1ii (SP f

P.1. /la; pi

On.r)

a 1 i-

tb!.
Notti, 0.0111

Snith 046,0
Al.th 10 I

6,

Administering Agency Amount

Department of Human Resources $21114913

Dept of Human Services. Social Serwes $2,324,859

Dept of Human Services. Income Maintenance $377,000
Department of Children's Services $1995525

Department of Social Services $71141000

Department of Public Welfare $78,853,409

Office of Children & Families $110,000

Head Start $6000000

Chapter 188 $10,000,000

Division of Human Services $2,184,516

Division for Children & Youth
$Division of Human Resources $214600,10001

Department of Human Services $4,000,000

Department of Children & Families L2612,0004.019

Dept of Social & Rehabilitation Sei vices
Department of Public Welfare S223.295

Department of Health & $2481000

Social Services Administration S33.689.000

Department of Human Services $878000

Department of H11111411 Syr & S3 100 000

Department of Economii

Departoient of Sof 1,11 $29 104 000

Dopartment of
Child

S33.000 000

S2 526 300

New Yoili City Agent , C.1.1A $6 114 000

New 'fork City Boarit .it Hu at
Department of Poblii

Depiitment of Clog' auld.
Department of Hui', ,i
Delho Home of Fi(o, it iii
IIi,,i,otitierrt of Flow
Uppaionent of Hum o SkI Wok.,
Deparrineot of Flefflu & Sot . i
Department of Se: Sb%

DPP) fit & i,.;,,i,..
1./1.15o1' of f end,

DiT.ritiloint of S,,, ,.
Department of i
Dop.ii town! or ,S,,, .

Pi',,,,! 4.1

ot Hi.o. ii ,

Number of
Children Served

13,969

NA
NA
NA
18,090

12,500

110

450

13,000

2,470

358

758

3000

NA
est 2,509
est 256

1 125

$11340

950

700

9 68/

12.500

I Pi/

532 000 000 10 100

$3

74.8141.100

14 000

S326 11 cri
$2 7821147

S17200 000

SI 13 HE 800

$17812 09/

$24 300 000

$8 894 403

Si 194 728
Si t ii.(1000
NA

rj A

$11,11,1)4

f'1,1 120

NA

Sk.9/

9 517

8000
14 01f:

NA

fiq° 209

3 1011

11,1

0W

/ 108
74A

r4:6

NA

..t , I : . ! tont h4,111'

()011,11t,,,mt ot [mid, ,tv.pri! cp

,i! Flo i!th & fl..i .

DOILifilI1014 i.f lit,. t ,

1.' I, SP, IOW
II'. 1." Vs 1 .

(I'; .! .

s" ...... .1 1 11.. " .

S; 1 0011

S;'I6 831
S42 641 III
$ ! / 500 000

sIc!.(ili OW!

" S., 2 I/ !, If. I

9 '1000011

S,

11,,,(111

State

Arkansas

Louisiana

Lklationia
Texas

Arizona
Colorado
Idaho

Montana

Nevada

New Mexico
Utah

Wyoming
Alaska
California

Hawaii
Oregon
wpchington

Total

Errata:

Administering Agency

Department of Human Services
Office of Children's Services
Department of Human Services
Department of Human Services

NA
Department of Social Services
NA
Department of Family Services
Dept. of Social & Rehabilitation Services
Welfare Division
Human Services Department
Department of Social Services
Dept of Public Assistance & Social Security
Dept of Community & Regulatory Affairs
Department of Education
Department of Social Services
NA
Adult & Family Services
Department of Social & Health Services

Number of
Amount Children Srrve

$440,888 300

$1,300,000 751

$3,898,000 8,150

$3,273,593 14,362

NA NA

$6,942,347 NA

NA NA

$621,255 NA
$183,126 NA

$171,169 NA

$605,019 3,400

$4,581,800 3,132

$2,088 1,779

SI 5,01, 7,660

$346,806,000 110.000

$23,525,000 99,500

NA NA
$6,141,322 2,790

$24,938,545 11,766

$1,039,156,851

The amount of state funds for subsidized child care in Pcnnsylva
fiscal 1989 Ls incorrect. It should be $36, 747,000. The total for all
should he $1,075,867,104,

.1 h



they have been unable to abstirb the 1, iss
of federal dollars. Table 7 lists the amount
of general tund revenues states reported
they used to provide child Care. Although
seven states were unable to provide this
data, the tiital amiium frilkirrcd iii have
been appnipnated by ft irty nIT states t
child care in fiscal 1989 is over $1 Whim.
This amt writ titles not include the value of

state dependent care tax credits. It is
unclear how much longer states can
continue to spend at present levels in
this area, given the increasingly tight
tiscal environments in which many state
treasuries must operate (National (twer-
nors' Association and National Asmiciation
of State Budget Officers).

irkansas: Loan Guarantee Fund for Development of Chid Care

Act 202 of 1989 created the Arkansas Child Care Facilities Guarantee Loan Fund. The fund Is

designed to support the development and expansion of child care facilities in the state. including

centers and family day care homes.

Oversight and administrative authority for die fund was given to the Arkansas Early Childhood
Commission, which currently is publishing regulations for the granting of loan gualantees. The
anticipated date of start-up for the guarantee is May 1, 1990.

Act 202 outlines certain factors that must be considered in granting loan guaiantees: geographic
distribution; moray pantctpaton; community need, with areas underserved or unserved by
child care providers receiving first pnority; ano community income, with priority given to those
communities with the lowest median family income In addition, priority will be given to providers
who demonstrate theii intention to offer infant and toddler care. Moreover, providers must prove
they have viable administrative and financial management systems or indicate their intent to
obtain training in basic business practices. There also must be evidence of intended licensure or
approval of the child care facility, and proof that the loan cannot be obtained without the

guarantee. Finally, 25 percent of the potential market for the facility must be composed of families

at or below the state's median income

The loan guarantee fund increases access to existing lending sources in Arkansas tor those

persons interested in developing child care programs The state is marketing the fund as a wav

for banks to meet mandates under the federal Community Reinvestment Act, which requires
banks et grant loans back to the communities from which they receive deposes. The fund will

guarantee the deficiency portion of the loan (loan amount collateral deficiency), not to

exceed $25,000, but the guarantee covers only the principal, not interest or liquidation COSTS.

To date, requests for intonation abuut the program have come hum prospective family day care

providers in rural areas, who generally are seeking loans of $10,000 or less.

For funher information contact Glenda Bean, Executive Director, Arkansas Early Childhood

Commission, Office of the Governor. Room 205, State Capitol. Little Rock. Arkansas 722O1,

882-7523

Dependent Care Tax Credits

The federal government currently makes
its largest contribution relative to the
purchase of child care through the Child
and Dependent Care Tax Credit. When
filing tax returns. families can claim a
maximum ordit tit $720 for tine child and
$1,440 for two or more children. In 1988
the federal government 1,,T3Itted $ 3.4 billion
in child and dependent care tax credits.
which comprised 60 percent of tederal child
L are assistame (0,1)1. Building on this
program, nearly half )f the states have
msuruted their own L had Lary tax Li-edits
(ten stareS have hi) tax on eanied income).
tible 8 slit iws VX writ and value ot
state f.ix lc les tlesigned to Nsit families
with child c.ue. Twenty4w., states have a
dependent care max t iedit to help families
t itiwt t 'St 4 1, .tnng h t ',Mum tit
)Itler n.'Liti f thc.c, twentV link their

1, !Alt 41 the federal tax t redir. State tax

t:itdits iii isf kNell ,1

ti 41)11111M it ill tit t.111111% re. Ii it. slue, .ind
hdd t are expen,hture,

48



TABLE II

Availability of
Dow* td Care Tax
Credits by Sbite

Neer NA no answer

Some. ?Memel Governors'
Assooneon ChM Care Survey,
f9f19

118

Stile (:r v+11

Dependent Linileit r,
Care Tax Fedetal magurHori Alum olt of

Stafe Credit Credit State Credtt

Conne Ii, nt
Maine
Alas% ic114Setl%

Nevi ftonpshire
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[States as System Builders

Many states are expanding their role in
the child care arena by marking with public
and private organizations to build a
comprehensive child care system. increas-
ingly. states are supporting resource and
referral organizatia ma that comminutes
can better meet their child care needs;
:issisting providers in (obtaining insurance
ctwcraeve: pn Mu iting emph 'yet-assisted child

care; and helping niral communities meet
the challenge a of pra wittine i hilt! Cate In

Tamely pa amilatral meas. lit se activities
ate Mit net:essal tiN expensive. They ate
geared n award bringing ta.gethet Atka', ates,

providers, businesses. parent. and other
interested parries to a bkntity ablenp.. tall

gaps In services. and ensure 111,11 .1 Kist:

s.1111,1, ate int, armation and resaiutt es is

available t ar tainthe. empla et., .11ki

pla

tesp, arise Ia. al, a Farta LThit'd It .11

sa aliening inn, wane,. -.,.lutions 1,, int tease
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ta l(ltlee) a staics a. ned pta ay der R.11111111.! mad

retanument anal salary V1111.1111. CnielifiN.

Se% vl lit tied ii it v( dui hl k 1 1..an

hinds it; hang in. ale rt. idet s Ittli, That.
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Resource and Referral

tat; tors no ca 'riskier when chat, ming a

prtwider; offer training to child care
providers; stimulate neW !OM eS of care;
collect data Lin supply and demand; obtam
inhannation to determine the market rate
tor care in a community; assist empl9yers
iii kxat mg care fa r their mph wees; and,
in a kw instanies. determine digibility
and manage wainng hsts for state subsideed

tare pry agrams.

at the salutary findings 14 tilt% %huh

is the states' commitment to expanthng the

rot amber and ca average a of resa outer ;md

referral agencies. Twenty-eigl0 states
reported funding RSiRs and twenty.one
nitht ated that they will expmd R&R
at Inuit.. an the ca anung year. RAS,Rs are

alh a aperared in eighteen states. while
Once other states run a netwaork hot ally

a operated pa Vants LI leering the wilk1le stale,

NUR states rep ailed operating t entraked
RNA: riot:lams serving the entire state. A
nuttier ine.a.tire tat nati, anal pntgress 1. a 1111eS

tia 1111 the Nati, anal Assottat la on tat t.

( 'are Hest at in e and Referral Agencies,

which rep. Itt% th,11 ITT L'" tune %kyle MI
stall:St 1de K&R ie., 111 1990 Half:

,ue nineteen. anti 1,1 next WM' 111kle
tNtentt

funding KM40.. Nt.ties help hhald ui

Local a igniiiiinitics may be In the best
to( ,sit ion Ita dent ity 1. hiLt a. Mt' 1111;11s,

Inhatatina, nue tor a, ollimatmtic 11 a WAN!
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insurance companies tu write policies.
Thiny-one states cited high cost as a

problem, while fifteen states reported
problems with cost and availability. Twelve
states indicated that all types tat child care
facilities are equally affected. but nineteen
states responded that obtaining insurance
is most pnablematic tOr family day care
homes. In ten states some family day care
pnwiders have had their haunts owner's

insurance cancelled.

Liability Insurance

k arum, aid rilthes1:e.1 Ithit
-1,1:intit. ant b,iti tat ta .4,11',111.111' .aavpl .

all a. huht tare pro% itieis is insinat IL e

amparne.' taint. tam e ta wine ilabilitt
yolk le., al thchr pr('thilt MO Ia all Ta) 111.11<e

h IllstirMute 1. a as'i pra abihtive. SlarveY

dam only partially Li annuli flu. hypothesis
Tinny-one states repotted that olltamtng

instnalit e Is dittit tilt tor providers.
ii(11 ihnscr c\alninat I. an retvals tit
1,41,1.411f Vattern at. It ass states w ath tespec t

fa, the pia ahlems providers take in the

insurance market- I iflla, ult seem to

t enter Intim often on die liagb t1S1 ait

iriNabt,111le t11.111 11 Tilt' unwillingness t at

An unpublished survey b the National
Association of Insurance ( 'commissioners
(NAIC) confirms Is1( ;A's findings. NA
concluded that while insurance for chikl
care pnwiders goat:rally is available. Its
price vanes greatly. hather, the docret la an

excl. ised by h al agents pia ob,ably plmo
ta de in the varying experiences tot ptaAlders

as they seek insurance coverage. Finally.
lepoits that Lane ellat la an of

}Unlit% owner's insur.uwe, wliich is a praaHem

hat shame opening Lundy Jay eare homes,
is a ca alumni pract ice when .1 home is

used fa ar any at gunmetal purp, ase. Tbe

1)1qm t a at alumbia pnahibit this prat rite

State legidat lye responses no the
n)%111'3114;4! gtiestInn praobabh have been

tempered by tlw absence of c a ansensi

alsitit the pit +Nem as well as Mmit. stares'
preference for a strategy tat gtihentatonal
petstlasit all t wet' legislation. Instead, markt
assistance plans (MAP.) are the Must
frequent response. Found in sax slates, .1
MAP serves as a clearingluouse tor buyers
and +Acts (11 limn-ante by ctre; dating the
pn ikkes applic at Ia In to a number ot
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insurance companies. This strategy is most

effective when child care prmiders can
afford insurance but are unable to find a
company willing to write a policy. Five

states have developed "assigned risk

programs" in which companies are assigned

on a rotating basis to providers unable to

find coverage. Two states have addressed

the problem by regulating or negotiating
with insurance c(impanies. Virginia has
held public hearings on the issue, and

Tennessee h. spent a year negotiating with

the insurance industry to improve
availability at reasonable rates, reduce the
premiums on child care vans, and help
family day care (iperatiirs tibtain business
liability ciiverage.

While this survey identified problems
asssiciated with cttst and availability., these
difficulties were not found in all location:
nani inwide. In fact, eight states reported

that pi-LA.0er ability to obtain insurance
simply is mit a proHem.

In heht ot the very few claims auainst
hiLl care providers, states ma wish to

pursile rWo strategies hi help priivideN
obtain insurance. The first is to pun child
.11T providers and adviicates in educating

the insurans e industry about the low risk

it Instil-111e prs Thi rersti.o.i, in
approas h has been used sus Cesshill iii
set er.d Mt's. notably M.Issadillserfs. A
set old s11.11e0 Is to Ilse the stare's

reetilatory posse! 11111'el ill im.iiise

lii servIt. s are Ft is del's.

.Ihserif Itit .111oh till del It HIV

iverAUt.. As A SIMI. slate pi,Iii.111.1kets

itits st ft, etIC.IV.e III tit

I2°

discussions with their insurance commis-
sioners to determine the nature and scope
of insurance barriers and possible ways to

eliminate them.

Rural Concerns

The needs of rural communities pose
unique challenges in delivering human
services. Low population density, vast
distances, and limited transportation
systems combine to isolate rural residents

from services found in more populated,
accessible areas. Child care services are

no exception. Forty-seven states reported

tliat rural families have difficulty in
obtaining child care. Twentysix states
cited a lack of regulatesl child care fat ilities

as the primary reason. and six states

reported an especially great iieed hit special
needs care. According to nineteen state:,
transportation alsci is a factor contributing

the difficulties these families experience.

The lack 14 transpiirtation for the home-
to-ch care-ti ',work sonliectit in hinders

their ability to acess hdd care.

Tii resp,ind to the needs Ot rural commun-
ities. states have undertaken a variety of
initiatives. Twelve states reported that
funding privanis to promote and develiip
rural child care is a 1,usleet priority. Ten

states Ind is ated that thev are promotine
the sieve!, patent of family day care honws

lit s the shurt.ige itt t (liter l'ascd
ate in rural areas. Nine states I-spirted

tundme pros:rains t i res Mir and tram

providers iii t aid areas, and eieht states

s ited it tlltt.tt ts %kith lot al R&R. to develop

new souk., ut naal tare.

The issues of child care and transportation
for rural families are especially important
in light of the Family Support Act's JOBS
program. Rural ARV recipients will have

difficulty participating in education and
ttaining programs and holding jobs if these
supports retnain inaccessible. Yet many
policymakers in human services agencies
have indicated their intent to enroll rural
JOBS participants in secondary and
postsecondary education to meet their
state's participation quotas. This may
require states to WI( creatively at the ways

public high schools and comminity
colleges in rural areas might fill gaps in
their current child care system. Similarly,
existing transportation arrangements fiir
senior citizens, Medicaid recipients,
viwational rehabilitation clients, and }lead
Start enrollees in rural areas might be
accessed for JOBS participants.

Employer-Assisted Child Care

Empliiver-assisred child care encompasses

more than on-site care. The Child ( :are

Act ii in Campaign identifies the followine
activities that employers can undertake to
assist their wi rkers: adopt flexible work
schedules; invest in community-sponsi gest
centcrs; invest in a consortium of on.sire

iir near-site centers; establish R&R services;
purchase emergency child care services;
allow employees to use sick leave to t are
tor ill shildren; and provide dires t financial
assisranse ti > help employees pay for s .Ift'.

.1 hut -elVII states repi,ned havine
outreach as. twines to the business

olimilinitY to pionliite employerassi.ted

child care. The most frequent activitiet
undertaken include meeting with husine
executives to explain the need for
employer-supported child care (thirty-
states); promoting child care as a way t
attract and retain employees (thirty-on
states); preparing and distributing guid
for businesses considering employer-assis

child care (thirty-one states); and
connecting employers with R&R servil
(twenty-eight states). Twenty-four stat
indicated that they assist employers in
setting up on-site or near-site child car
centers, and thirteen states cited hotlit
to answer employer questions. Fifteen st

reported having employer tax credits ti
provide an incentive to employers to
establish Rtme sort of child care assistan

and to increase the supply of child cart

Estimates of Child Care Supply

NOA's Flrvey asked state respondents
record, on a grid, the total number of
children by age group (infants, toddler
preschool age, and school age) that ei

ve types of facilities is licensed or
registered to serve. The fiye facility ty
are centeN, group homes, family day c

homes, I lead Start centers, and schin
based centers. Respondents also were as

tt 1 pri wide tl tel r i iwn state's Jet in it ion

infants. toddlers, preschool age, and scl

age, and hi priivide, by type, the total
number ot licenses1 tin rewsrered tacilit

in the state.

Obviously. :tato that di, not license
register family day care homes or %Lilo

based centers, as an exAtnrk were una



to provide this data. Almost nu, states
license who% tl-basol child caw centers.
Furthermore, die cawstion is difficult to
ansWeir twausc the data are fluid. A center
may be licensed to serve five mtants and
thmy tikkr children. But It It LittAISes to
serve only rwo infants. it may be lkiwed
to serve thirry-tive forty older ch:lciren.

He** Prommmg Employer-Assisted Care

data, of which six could provide only the
total facility capacity MIMI all age groups.
Three states provided no data on licensed
in- registered capacity.

While all states could supply the number
of licensed facilities, mfiirmation regarding
the number of slots for chddren of specific

Olam, employer-assisted care is equated with on-see chid care centers, a proposition unsuited
to fife finances or liabilty concerns of many embyers. The Ronda Depettinere of Health end
Relediditative Services *toms ernplaters that there are many ways they can assist thek employees in
meeting thek child care needs. The depanment'a booklet. -CI*1 Care * Good Business.' provides
infonwnion to conannies that may want to sponsor or suppon employee chid care prmanis.
Topics cowed include onsite cameo; off-site consortium ceders; voucher end weeks piograms;
tee inceitives; ftexible personnel pobcies; and cafeteria benefits dans.

ouvoluped by the Office of Children, Youth. and Females and the Rends Chen*or of Commerce,

the booklet explains what employer options exist for assisfing employers and the pros and cons
of aech option. It also covers the state role m facilitating the dennopeent of a program best
NNW to en employes needs.

Development and pubbcation Citfil is Good Businessr cost under Q501 The project wee
made possible through the lode* Depends* CM Mock Grant which hinds nwearce devektprewe
ectivflies. Presently in its second priming, the book has been very well received by local
chambers of =metes, real estate developers. end a wide range of businesses.
Fir mere kdormation cornea. Susan Wench** Chief. Cad Care end Pretsaion. Office of
Children. Youth, and hafts, Norms* of Health and Refiebetinwe Serviette 817 Wmewood
Wooed, Building I, Room 406, Tegehassee, Ronde WM 1100 ADAK

FISIalh, It IS rossIhk that in some states.

+. 14 Wilt had ct,mmand of mid)
data did Ida rekelyV this portion of the
surval Mindful 4 Mk h u.irLumstante, &wily
inn! state, Massa husett. provided
4atiplete intuit-M.41ton t The capac ity t 4

known hold Lite tacilit tylw and by

age gnaw h nt iwt; stares pi% Ided pan liii

age wimps is lacking. This data will become
nu ire critical in light of the JOBS require-
ments and child care guarantee provisions
ot FSA. Previously, AFI X : recipients with
L hildren under six years of age were

ernpt from panic want in in employment
nd training activities. llw provisions 41.

h 'wet this exemplum to du ise parents

with children less than three years of age,
and to orw year of age at state option. This
means that state JOBS programs will need
a large number of slots for young children.
The yoimger the child, the more expensive
the care and the inure difficult it is to find.
With forty-nint states asserting an insuffi.
cient supply of care for infants, yet unabk
to estimate their capacity for that or any
other specific age grow(s), the lack of
child cate may pnwe to be the greatest
impediment to client participation in FSA
and may have serious implications for the

c:ess of the program. States are urged
to collect the data necessary to estimate
their current supply of child care, so they
may anticipate whethet or not enrollment
of thousands of young ARE recipients
in JOBS will cause the demand for child
care to overtax existing capacity.

Family Support Act Preparations

By October 1990 all states must implement
the JOBS provisions of FSA. When asked
(in June 1989) what child care-related
activittes Were underway to prepare fin'
JOBS, twelve stares reported planning
activities such as interdepartmental task
forces or work gn nips to review the
regulations and study needed administrative

changes. Ft itincen states indicated that they
were developing resources to meet
antic ipated needs Created hy JOBS
activities, incltidr g recruiting new
providers. me:, easing the rates paid tor
subsidized care, prov.ding training to

OM ENV Mill am r
5 f;



k atCgl% CNPiindint4 the number 4
rest e and teterral organuation,, and
e4 .41,11.1iing interagent agreements.
Twelve %taw. nix wed tilat their current
subsidized duld tare ...tein will not tequite

!hinges ft) Meet the Fleeds t4 JOBS
piitticirmt. Eight tate% 'lilted that tiles'
wen: planning to make thanges tki give
parents mt ire t lu,it-e in .det.t ing a pn wider.
Six states iiihieruk, siirvevs to determine
demand f, I care, market rates ot care. and
tran,plittath in ncrtis,

Tennessee: Public/Private Ventures in Child Care

Ma-

AM&

'Turnover and absereseism got to be horrendous,' Monad John Mama. CoodleHand Hardwoods
had made neqor capital Mvestments in neat high technology equipment for its Sparta, Tennessee,

plant Himont its workforce lacked the education and skills to operate the new equipment The

company offered remedial education classes after work, paying overtime for those who attended.

Unfortunatehr, many parents could not attend since their chilken needed care. Afterstudying the

child care and aduce6onal needs el its workers, end datenninent the projected increase in

proftaberty if the compeny's productivity weir to increase, Cumberland Hardwoodsdecided that

an on-site child care center would go far in meeting the needs of both employer and employees.

"The start-up costs were going to be tigh; noted Keisling. Then he learned that the Tennessee

Department of Employment Secunly had discretionary funds to pay for some of these expenses.

(The funds are made available to the state under the Wagner-Peyser Act, the fadersl legislation

estabkshing the pubfrc employment sarvicej Soon Cumberland Hardwoods joined with the Upper

Ounguidend Humeri Rea0e1Ce Agency (UOHRA) in a proposal to operate the Cumbedimd Child

Care end Aduk Skills Learning Centac Cimibedand Hardwoods bought a house adjoining its plant

Mk* was renovated using the illAigner-Payser kinds. UOHRA !eines the property from Cumberland

Hardwoods for M par year and admktaters the prinram. Of the fifty child care slots, thirty are

reserved for Cumberland Hardwoods eoployeas, and the remainder are made available to other

employers and the put& The center charges $2 per day for child Cafe for Cumberland Hardwoods

empkneas. Do center operates from 0:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. and also is used for adult education

classes

For huffier information contact: John H. Keriling, Cuntierfand Hardwoods, P.O. Box (:nerta,

Tennessee 3BW3, 0115) 738-5,15f, or James Huff, Tennessee Department of Employmu,

nth Root *Weer Plata, 500 James Robertson Padova% Naslexte, Tennessee 37219 (016) 741-6335.



I States as Employers

In the akwence of any substantial public or
private support in finding child care,
workers in both public and private sectors
often develop a patchwork system for the
care of their children. The Stress resulting
from worrying about, locating, and
retaining child care arrangements has a
direct impact on worker pniductivity
(Fernandez). A grnwing body of evidence
suggests that companies offering some form

of child care assistance experience lower
turnover and recnuring costs, a more
productive workforce, and reduced
aKsenteeism. In the 1990s and beyond,
both public and private sector empliryers
will find it necessary to increase the
quantity and quality f child care assistance

they offer then employees. The private
sector must attraet and retain highly skilled

workers to compete in a global economy.
Likewise, the public sector in many states
faces severe labor shortages as cannpention

for skilled workers increases. TO inaintain
a workforce that can effectively ensure
public sakty, manage state resources, and
protect the most vulnerable, sutes will
have to offer c, Pnipe awe vompensatiim
packages that include parental leave and
child care assistant c.

Persian! Leave

Increasingly, itt meet the nerds 44 %%irking

families and retain a quality workfi ace,
employers are graining parental leave rt,
full t me mph ,yees tont ,wing the birth
adopti, itt a c Md. Some Mph lyrs
extend this benefit to cover the serious
illness of any dependent. Tius kwe usualls.

59

is unpaid, though employee benefits often
are continued. Similarly, some states have

paternal leave policies for public servants,
though there seems to be some confusion
among survey respondents as to what
exactly is meant by vatental leave.

Parental leave is a benefit distinct from
other types of leave, such as annual, sick,
and personal leave. However, when asked
if their state has a parental leave policy,
twenty-one states responded that such a
policy exists, but most of these only permit
the maximum amount of accrued annual
or sick leave to be taken. Although these

policies& not strictly constitute parental
leave, nonetheless they illustrate how
states are stretching their leave policies
to accommodate the needs of working

Twentv-one and twenty states,
respectively, cited parental leave policies
covering the birth or adoption of a child.
The number of states responding that they
grant this leave to cover serious illness of
an employee's child dropped to fifteen, as
did the number reporting that they grant
such leave to COVer illness of an empinyetA

parent. Only four states Alaska, Massa-
chusetts, Montana, and Oklahoma
indicated that they pay employees' salaries

while they are on leave. Furry-six states
noted that employees nuiy use other types
of leave for these situat it ms. Ilk se other
types of leave are used if the state does
not have a parental leave policy, ifthe
employee wishes to supplement the parental

leave, or d sick leave is needed AS a result
of childbirth. Table S sununat izes state

parental leave policies and the maximum
amount of time to which parents are
entitled.

On-Sits Child Caro for Slats Employ's'

Table 10 displays on-site child care
arrangements present in the states. Forty-
three states reported having on-site child
care facilities for their employees. A
common location cited by thirty-eight
stares is gate universities, where facilities
actually serve both staff and students.
State-run hospitals were noted by twenty-
one states as a frequent location of child
cate facilities. Ori -site care is present to a
lesser degree at office buildings, capitol
buildings, community colleges, and coffee.,
tional facilities. Thirty-fOur states reported
that they subsidize on-site care facilities
by providing tree rent, milit ies, and/or
equipment. The current number of these
tac ilnies is encouraging, and many states
noted plans to expand the number of sites
offering child care to their %salters.

As the competition for qualified workers
intensifies in the 1990s, states will find
tkit their benefit packages will have to
compete with those of the private sector.
For example, a nationwide shortage of
nurses has generated serious ci assiderat it as

of- factors affecting their recruitment and
retainment. Large numbers ot on-site child
care piograms at beak public and private
hospitals attest to health care filE Mes'

need to attract and retain qualified smirkers.

231



NIES
BMW Notional Gerstner** Asseciatiee Chdd

hallabilky al Potato! Loan for Ws Boploymps by State can sum% tot

State

Connecticut
Marne
Massachusetts
New Hampshire
Rhode Island
ibilTMOnt

Delftware
Marr
Nmv Jersey
New York
Penn

Minors

Indienz
Michigan
Minnesota
Ohm

Wisconsin
lowa
Kansas

Missoun
Nebraska
North Dakota
South Dakota

Alabama
Kentucky
Massasappi

Tennessee

District ol Columbia
Ronda
Georgia
North Caiolma
South Carolina
Vattern&

West Virginia
Arkansas
LOIRSIalla

Oklahoma
Tens
Arizona

Colorado
Idaho
Montana

Nevada
New Mexico
Utah

ornar.
Alaska

California
Hawaii
Oregon
Washin ton
Total 21 71

Paternal
Leave

Uses of Leave

Binh

SIIMUS Illness of
Employee's

Chdd Parent Leave is Paid Maximum Tame

r

26 weeks
I weeks
6 months with supervisor's permission
3 months
6 months
accrued leave
agency head's discretion
scat:oil leave
accrued leave
7 months 2 years
6 months

Other Types
Of Leave Can
Ge Used for Withoui
This Annual Poisons! Sick Mate

UMWMEN
1 year

6 months
6 months

6 month

accrued leave
accrued leave
6 months

accrued feave
accrued leave

depends on the situation

accrued leave
accrued sick 8 annual leave
4 months tor adoption/8 months tor birth
accrued le.ive

itt l:13104 ledve

12 weeks

ar rine(' sick & annual leave

12 weeks

40. =MI

40 hours per year tor sick dependent
accrued sick & annual leave
ac crued leave

6 weeks
d cciued leave

9 weeks
1 year

12 weeks

1111111P91111111111rm
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On-Site Child COM

fla Sift Employees
by Strie

essrea: Nimanal Gosamors'
Association Chid Care Sums%
leatt

On-Site Care
State hx
Connecticut
Maine
Massachusetts
New Hampshire
Rhode Island
Vermont

Delaware
Maryland
New Jersey
New York
Penn

lilinuis
Indiana
Michigan
Minnesota
Ohio
Wiscurl

ItriNd

Kansas
Missouri
Nebraska
North Dakota
South Dakota

()Rice
Buildin

Correchonal Capitol Slate
Facilites Building Univ. Students

Vocational
Technical
Schools/
Commumty On-Sae

Courts Subsidies

Alabama
Kentucky
Mississippi
Tennessee

District of Columbia
Honda

Georgia
North Carohna
Sind, Carolina

WIfst Virginia

Arkansas
Louisiana
Oklahoma

Texas

Arillifia
Colorado

Idaho
Montana
Neliada
New Mexico
Utah
Wyornmy

Alaska
Cahtornia
Hawaii
Oregon
Washm tan

Total

=NMI

11111111111111

MIMS

f"i

43 21 19 2 4 39 29 29 7 1 34

f;4
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1 Conclusion

States are moving awressively to fill the
voids in the nation's child care puzzle.
Pressures ro act in the l970s and 19805
came from the rising Lvorkforce parricip;1 .

ton of women. Pressures to quicken the
pace of action in thc l990s are felt from
several quarters. An emerging consensus
about the attributes of quality child care
recognizes the importance of early chikl-
huxd development components. Major
welfare retinni legislation must be unpk-
menmi. The number of young workers in
the labor force will shrink. Women.
num intics. and immigrants will L-onstitute

an ever-larger share it d that labor force.
At the same time, the t limed States will
eikkavor ro sharpen its competitive edge
in a global economy. To that end, the

I25

nation's Governors and the nesi.lent have
adopted ambitiinis but critica national
goals for education. The first of these goals
calls for all children in America, by the
year 2000. to start school ready to learn.
Meanwhile, debate continties on (...apitol
}fill over the tr.nniit if feLleral child tare

Whatever the oincouw of that debate and
mindful of the finegoing social, economic,
and demographic changes, evi4ience Input
this rerort sumests that states are
expanding and will ct nninue to expand
their role as regulators. hinders system
btitkiers, and mph iyers in sumo id' child
care assistance for families.
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The National Governors Association, founded

in 1908 as the National Governors'
Coiderence, is the instrument through which

the nation's Governors coledvely influence
the development and implementation of
national poky and apply creative leadership
to state issue& The association's membefs
are the Governors of the fifty states, the
commonwealths of the Northern Mariana
Islands and Puerto Rico. and the territories
of American Samoa, Guam, and the Virgin
Islands. The association has seven standing
committees on major issues: Agriculture and
Rural Development., Economic Development

and Technological Innovation; Energy and

Environment; Human Resources; kitema-
tional Trade and Foreign Relations; Justice
and Public Safety; and Transportation,
Commerce, and Communications. Subcom-
mittees and task forces that focus on
principal concerns of the Gommors operate
within this framework.

The association works closely with the
administration and Congress on state-fedeni

policy issues through its offices in the Hall
of the States in Washington, D.C. The
association serves as a vehicle for sharing
knowledge of innovative programs among
the states and provides technical assistance
and consultant services to Governors on a
wide range of management and policy issues.

I ")

I al

The Center for Poky Research is the
research and development ann of NGA. The

center is a vehicle for sharing knowledge
and innovative state activities, expkaing the
impact of federal initiatives on state
government, and providing technical
assistance to states. The center works in a
number of policy fields, includirm agrkulture,
economic development, education, environ-

ment, health, social services, training and
employment, trade, and transportation.


